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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Election/Restrictions 

Newly submitted claims 36-42 are directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: The limitation of 
loading data files associated with the user selected content into a hidden frame of the 
web-page, the files containing multimedia content and skins, is not found in the original 
claims. Also, in claims 41 and 42, the limitation of displaying advertisements in a 
"rotational format" is not found in the original claims. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claims 36-42 are withdrawn from consideration 
as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 
821.03. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 15, 25, 26, 27, 33, 34, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Rangan in view of Estipona. 

Referring to claim 15, Rangan discloses a method of providing a web-based 
multimedia presentation on a remote user computer, comprising: transmitting non- 
streamed content to the user computer for display within a first display screen of a web 
page (column 19, lines 38-40); and transmitting streamed content to the user computer 
for display within a second display screen of the web page (figure 2; column 19, line 
40), wherein the streamed content includes embedded commands which control the 
display of the non-streamed content within the first display screen in synchronization 
with playing of the streamed content within the second display screen (column 21, lines 
27-32; figure 4, part 73; column 20, lines 7-8). 

Rangan does not disclose a method wherein embedded commands 
automatically control the display. 

Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded commands automatically 
control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan. 
The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user to view a 
streaming clip, such as an advertisement. 
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Referring to claim 25, Rangan discloses a web page for displaying multimedia 
content that includes streamed content, the web page comprising: a first layer which 
provides a first display screen for displaying a first type of content (column 19, lines 38- 
40); a second layer which provides a second display screen for displaying a second 
type of content (column 19, lines 42-44); and a player module which manages at least 
the visibility of, and the display of content within, the first and second display screens in 
response to commands embedded within the streamed content (column 19, line 40; 
column 21, lines 27-32). 

Rangan does not disclose a method wherein embedded commands 
automatically control the display. 

Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded commands automatically 
control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan. 
The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user to view a 
streaming clip, such as an advertisement. 

Referring to claim 26, Rangan discloses a web page as in Claim 25, wherein the 
streamed content comprises video content (column 19, lines 38-40). 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rangan. 
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Referring to claim 27, Rangan does not disclose a web page as in Claim 25, 
wherein the streamed content comprises at least one of a music file and an animation 
file. 

The examiner takes Official Notice that It would have been obvious at the time of 
the invention for one to note that a movie file could represent an animation with music. 
The motivation would have been that an animation with music would be one example of 
what a movie could be constructed from. 

Referring to claim 33, Rangan discloses a web-based multimedia presentation, 
comprising: video content having at least one pause command embedded therein 
(column 22, lines 8-1 1 ; Note: returning to the same time in the video after returning from 
clicking a hotspot is interpreted as being equivalent to pausing the video), the video 
content adapted to be played as a video; and a web page comprising a web-based 
player module which is adapted to play the video file (column 19, lines 38-42), wherein 
the player module is responsive to the pause command by pausing play the video 
(column 22, lines 8-11). 

Rangan does not disclose a method wherein embedded commands 
automatically control the display. 

Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded commands automatically 
control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan. 
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The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user to view a 
streaming clip, such as an advertisement. 

Referring to claim 34, Rangan discloses a web-based multimedia presentation as 
in Claim 33, wherein the video content further comprises a command for displaying an 
advertisement upon pausing of the video (column 21, lines 62-63). 

Rangan does not disclose a method wherein embedded commands 
automatically control the display. 

Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded commands automatically 
control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan. 
The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user to view a 
streaming clip. 

Referring to claim 35, Rangan discloses a web-based multimedia presentation as 
in Claim 34, wherein the advertisement is for a product displayed within the video 
(column 21, lines 27-32). 

Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 30, and 31 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rangan in view of White in further view of 
Estipona. 
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Referring to claim 1, Rangan discloses a method of providing a web-based 
multimedia presentation on a remote user computer, comprising: transmitting to the 
user computer a web page for display by a web browser, the web page including a 
player module for displaying a multimedia presentation (column 19, lines 38-40), the 
player module providing at least first and second display screens that are provided as 
respective layers within the web page (figure 2; figure 5a; column 26, lines 52-55); 
transmitting video content to the user computer for display as a video within the first 
display screen; and transmitting non-video content to the user computer for display 
within the second display screen (figure 2); wherein the video content includes 
embedded commands (column 21, lines 27-32). 

Rangan does not disclose a method including commands which cause the player 
module to switch the first and second display screens into and out of view within the 
web page during playing of the video. 

White discloses a method including commands which cause the player module to 
switch the first and second display screens into and out of view within the web page 
during playing of the video (figure 5; column 4, lines 46-50 and 57-59; column 5, lines 3- 
4 and 7-9). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the control hiding command taught by White in the method disclosed by 
Rangan. The motivation for doing this would have been to enable more of the screen 
be devoted to advertisements that appear on the website, which can make the website 
money. 
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Rangan and White do not disclose a method wherein embedded commands 
automatically control the display. 

Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded commands automatically 
control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan 
and White. The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user 
to view a streaming clip, such as an advertisement. 

Referring to claim 2, Rangan does not disclose a method as in Claim 1, wherein 
the first and second display screens occupy the same display area within the web page. 

White discloses a method as in Claim 1, wherein the first and second display 
screens occupy the same display area within the web page (column 4, lines 46-50). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the control hiding command taught by White in the method disclosed by 
Rangan. The motivation for doing this would have been to enable more of the screen 
be devoted to advertisements that appear on the website, which can make the website 
money. 

Claim 16 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 2. 
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Referring to claim 3, Rangan does not disclose a method as in Claim 2, wherein 
the non-video content includes a hypertextual menu which is superimposed over the 
video content during playing of the video. 

White discloses a method as in Claim 2, wherein the non-video content includes 
a hypertextual menu which is superimposed over the video content during playing of the 
video (column 4, lines 46-50 and 57-59). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the hypertextual menu taught by White in the method disclosed by 
Rangan. The motivation would have been that the base reference is a website, and 
therefore would use html to display the content. 

Claim 17 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 3. 

Referring to claim 4, Rangan discloses a method as in Claim 1 , wherein the 
video content further includes a command which causes the video to pause itself 
(column 22, lines 8-11). 

Rangan and White do not disclose a method wherein embedded commands 
automatically control the display. 

Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded commands automatically 
control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan 
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and White. The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user 
to view a streaming clip, such as an advertisement. 

Claim 18 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 4. 

Referring to claim 5, Rangan discloses a method as in Claim 4, wherein the 
video content further includes a command for causing non-video content to be displayed 
within a third display screen of the player module with the video is paused (figure 6; 
column 26, lines 56-59). 

Rangan and White do not disclose a method wherein embedded commands 
automatically control the display. 

Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded commands automatically 
control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan 
and White. The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user 
to view a streaming clip, such as an advertisement. 

Claim 19 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 5. 

Referring to claim 6, Rangan discloses a method as in Claim 5, wherein the non- 
video content displayed within the third display screen comprises an interactive 
advertisement which is related to the video (column 21, line 63). 

Claim 20 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 6. 
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Referring to claim 12, Rangan discloses a method as in Claim 1, wherein the 
player module includes at least the following display screens, each of which is 
controllable by commands embedded within the video content: a video screen (figure 2, 
part 72), a menu screen (figure 2), and a caption screen (column 21, line 60). 

Claim 30 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 12. 

Referring to claim 13, Rangan does not disclose a method as in Claim 12, 
wherein the player module further includes at least a logo screen and an animation 
screen that are controllable by commands embedded within the video content. 

White discloses a method as in Claim 12, wherein the player module further 
includes at least a logo screen and an animation screen that are controllable by 
commands embedded within the video content (figure 4; column 4, lines 33-34; Note: 
changing the color surrounding text is interpreted as being equivalent to animation). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to add the animated 
menu taught by White to the method disclosed by Rangan. The motivation would have 
been to allow for particular programs to be highlighted to entice viewers to purchase 
them. 

Claim 31 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 13. 
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Claims 7, 21, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rangan in view of White in further view of Estipona as applied to claims 1,15, and 
25 above, and further in view of Wugofski. 

Referring to claim 7, Rangan, White, and Estipona do not disclose a method as 
in Claim 1 , wherein the video content further includes commands that specify screen 
positions of the first and second display screens. 

Wugofski discloses a method as in Claim 1 , wherein the video content further 
includes commands that specify screen positions of the first and second display screens 
(figures 6a and 6b). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use html commands to specify the location of the video and control screens, 
as taught by Wugofski, to the system disclosed by Rangan, White, and Estipona. The 
motivation would have been because the base reference is a webpage, which uses html 
to describe its layout. 

Claims 21 and 28 are rejected on the same grounds as claim 7. 

Claims 8 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rangan in view of White in further view of Estipona as applied to claims 1 and 15 
above, and further in view of Dobronsky. 

Referring to claim 8, Estipona discloses a method wherein embedded 
commands automatically control the display (column 3, lines 9-14). 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to 
add the automatic control signal taught by Estipona to the method disclosed by Rangan 
and White. The motivation would have been to enable the broadcaster to force the user 
to view a streaming clip, such as an advertisement. 

Rangan, White, and Estipona do not disclose a method as in Claim 1, wherein 
the video content further includes a command that specifies a player skin to be 
displayed within the web page in conjunction with the video. 

Dobronsky discloses a method as in Claim 1 , wherein the video content further 
includes a command that specifies a player skin to be displayed within the web page in 
conjunction with the video (figure 5; column 3, lines 39-42). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the website skin as taught by Dobronsky in the method disclosed by 
Rangan, White, and Estipona. The motivation would have been to enable the website 
advertisements to be directed towards the user as they would always be provided by 
the same group. 

Claim 22 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 8. 

Claims 11, 14, 29, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rangan in view of White in further view of Estipona as applied to 
claims 1 and 25 above, and further in view of Irons and Wason. 
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Referring to claim 1 1 , Rangan, White, and Estipona do not disclose a method as 
in Claim 1, wherein the player module automatically loads browser plug-ins as needed 
based on the format of the video content. 

Irons discloses a method as in Claim 1, wherein the player module automatically 
loads browser plug-ins as needed based on the format of the content (column 15, lines 
8-11). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to only load the plug-ins as needed, as taught by Irons, in the system disclosed 
by Rangan, White, and Estipona. The motivation would have been to save on 
processing time, by only running the needed software. 

Rangan, White, Estipona, and Irons does not disclose a method wherein the 
plug-in is loaded based on the format of the video content. 

Wason discloses a method wherein the plug-in is loaded based on the format of 
the video content (column 1, lines 58-62). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to load a plug-in based on video format, as taught by Wason, in the method 
disclosed by Rangan, White, Estipona, and Irons. 

Claim 29 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 1 1 . 

Referring to claim 14, Rangan, White, and Estipona do not disclose a method as 
in Claim 1, wherein the player is capable of playing multiple videos of different formats 
within the same web page using different plug-ins. 
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Wason discloses a method as in Claim 1 , wherein the player is capable of 
playing multiple videos of different formats within the same web page using different 
plug-ins (column 1, lines 29-39). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to play multiple video formats in a single webpage as taught by Wason, in the 
system disclosed by Rangan, White, and Estipona. The motivation would have been to 
provide the content providers more flexibility when submitting media to display on the 
user, which would encourage more groups to submit content. 

Claim 32 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 14. 

Claims 9 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rangan in view of White in further view of Estipona as applied to claims 1 and 15 
above, and further in view of Berstis. 

Referring to claim 9, Rangan, White, and Estipona do not disclose a method as 
in Claim 1, wherein the video content further includes a command for automatically 
moving at least one of the first and second display screens within the web page during 
playing of the video. 

Berstis discloses a method as in Claim 1, wherein the video content further 
includes a command for automatically moving at least one of the first and second 
display screens within the web page during playing of the video (column 5, lines 27-38; 
figure 10). 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the object moving method taught by Berstis in the method disclosed by 
Rangan, White, and Estipona. The motivation would have been to provide the user with 
something of further interest on the website (column 4, lines 23-28). 

Claim 23 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 9. 

Claims 10 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rangan, White, Estipona, and Berstis as applied to claims 9 and 23 above, and 
further in view of Cailloux. 

Referring to claim 10, Rangan, White, Estipona, and Berstis do not disclose a 
method as in Claim 9, wherein the command specifies a time period and path over 
which a display screen is to be moved incrementally. 

Cailloux discloses a method as in Claim 9, wherein the command specifies a 
time period and path over which a display screen is to be moved incrementally (column 
9, lines 19-22; column 8, lines 36-43)). 

At the time it would have been obvious to use a path to move the object 
incrementally as taught by Cailloux to the method disclosed by Rangan, White, 
Estipona, and Berstis. The motivation would have been to only have to deal with 
moving small chunks of the object, therefore decreasing the processing complexity. 

Claim 24 is rejected on the same grounds as claim 10. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin E. Shepard whose telephone number is (571) 
272-5967. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on (571) 272-7294. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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